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1

Remembering Privatization and
Conceptualizing Life Thereafter:
Alphas and Betas

We know that European countries have privatized state-owned enterprises
(SOEs) since the late 1970s. But, what happened to these firms after privatiza-
tion? In order to help answer this question, this chapter’s main objective is to
offer a fresh conceptualization of life after privatization. This will serve as a
basis to set up the main questions guiding the book.
The chapter has three main sections. In the first, I review two sets of

literature that have yet to fully meet eye to eye: that on privatizations and
that on mergers and acquisitions (M&A). I start with a brief review of the
privatization literature, highlighting ideas raised by scholars regarding what
motivated sales of state-owned firms. Specific attention is then paid to devel-
opments in fivemain countries that represent the EU’s ‘biggest privatizers’: the
UK, France, Italy, Germany, and Spain. This section continues by reviewing
the multi-disciplinary nature of the M&A literature. Using data before and
after the recent financial economic crisis, it then analyses trends over time
regarding worldwide and European M&A, highlighting again the importance
of these five states.

The second section then considers the inefficiencies in the extant literature
in the context of some significant observations over the last fifteen years.
These observations points to a significant trend in the evolution of privatized
firms. The trend identified is rather simple, but neither fully reported nor
theoretically conceptualized in the literature. On the one hand, some privat-
ized firms have become today’s European and global giants, merging with
or acquiring other firms. I refer to these firms as ‘Alphas’. On the other
hand, some privatized firms have been taken over by Alphas or other leading
companies in the sector. I refer to these as ‘Betas’. The Alpha–Beta classifica-
tion scheme is significant because it is based on robust empirical tests
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I develop—referred to as the ‘Global Movers’ and ‘Independence’ tests—that
can be applied by social scientists to any privatized firm that operates today,
from any European country, from any sector.
Both of these sections serve as the basis for the third, concerned with setting

up the central questions that guide the rest of the book: which privatized firms
are Alphas and Betas? And why do firms become Alphas or Betas? I highlight
three reasons why asking these questions are significant and close by high-
lighting the structure of the book.

1.1 Remembering Privatizations, Considering Mergers
and Acquisitions (M&A), and the Need to Move Beyond

The Privatization Debate: What Motivated Privatizations?

Throughout the 1980s and 1990s there was a significant rise in social science
scholarship examining privatizations in Western Europe. Led by the pioneer-
ing works of Vickers and Wright (1989) and Moran and Prosser (1994),
scholars commented on at least four main, oftentimes overlapping, dimen-
sions that helped motivate the sale of state-owned enterprises (SOEs).
First, authors considered the ideological and partisan dimension: in answer-

ing the question ‘why did countries choose to privatize in the first place?’,
attention was especially paid to initial developments under Thatcher’s UK (see
Moore, 1983; Veljanovski and Bentley, 1987). Vickers and Wright (1989, 5)
highlighted that right-wing (or centre–right) parties were ideologically motiv-
ated to shrink the state and ‘free’ the economy. In Feigenbaum et al.’s view,
such sales would be representative of systemic privatizations that are ‘the most
ideological in their origins’ and with goals ‘to restructure the institutional
arrangements of society . . . initially intended and ultimately likely to shrink
the state . . . ’ (Feigenbaum et al., 1999, 51, 52). Analysing developments
throughout the OECD, Boix’s work (1997) contended that the empirical
evidence does indeed demonstrate that right-wing governments privatized
more than left-wing governments. Yet, data from Maudit (2002) and from
Berne and Pogorel (2004) shows that gross privatization incomes in France, for
example, were actually equally significant for the left (Jospin, 1997–2002 at 31
billion EUR) and the right (Chirac, 1986–8, 13 billion; Balladur, 1993–5, 17
billion; and Juppé, 1995–7, 9.4 billion). As we will discuss later, others have
also contended that the left, especially in countries like Spain, engineered a
good number of sales of state assets throughout the 1980s and 1990s
(Heywood, 1995).
Second, on a financial dimension, authors such as Vickers andWright (1989, 5)

argued that selling the state could help, on the one hand, to raise revenue by
floating profitable firms. On the other, privatization could also save the state
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cash by selling loss-making firms that represented a long-term drain on Treas-
uries. Feigenbaum et al. (1998, 44) conceptualized such sales as pragmatic
privatizations, which are ‘short term solutions to immediate problems such
as the need for cash’. For states such as Spain and Italy, for example, this was
crucial, particularly in the context of both EU competition policies which
demanded that state aid be reduced and EMU convergence criteria that
required limits to deficits and debts (Chari, 1998). Another financial reason
for privatization is that ‘it fosters the growth of domestic stock exchange’
(Wright, 1994, 17). Both Wright (1998) and Thatcher (2006), for example,
have demonstrated that sales of state assets helped enlarge the capital base of
the Paris Bourse and the Madrid Stock Exchange.
Third, on an economic dimension, Vickers and Yarrow (1991), Majone

(1994), and Wright (1994, 15–16) paid attention to the economic goals and
impact of privatization. Based on the assumption that the public sector
‘works’ worse than the ‘private sector’, the argument here is that privatization
was seen as a means to increase efficiency of the firms (although studies have
demonstrated mixed results (Villalonga, 2000)). Further, selling state assets
was seen as a tool to increase the liberalization in sectors with monopolies. In
this regard, Clifton et al. (2006, 752) highlight the importance of EU liberal-
ization initiatives which acted as a ‘catalyst’ for sales of telecom, transport, and
electricity firms in the continent.
Finally, although not a motivator per se, privatization helped scholars

understand, to put it simply, how government worked. This was seen in the
works of Young (1986), Megginson and Netter (2003), and Graham (2003)
that focused on the methods, techniques, types, and processes of privatiza-
tion. While some governments pursued privatizations in a relatively open and
transparent environment, others pursued the policy in more opaque settings.
During the French privatization process, for example, ‘coordination has been
either centralised and focused or fragmented—depending on the size, sector,
industrial significance and method of privatization, its political dimension,
its linkage with other policies, and the internal dynamics of the govern-
ment’ (Wright, 1998, 8). Also, as demonstrated by Clift’s work, the French
case sees the state playing a ‘strategic role’ by ‘handpicking noyau dur or
hard core “friendly” institutional investors’, as seen in the case of France
Télécom (Clift, 2001, 174). In the case of Spain, economic elites (particu-
larly the banks) were heavily involved in the sales and bought large
tranches of the profitable companies being sold (Chari and Cavatorta,
2002). Like Italy, the coordination process in Spain was a tightly centralized
one that revolved around key members of the core executive, including
the Ministries of Economy and Finance as well as Industry (Chari and
Heywood, 2009).
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The Main Privatizers in the EU: Comparing the Big 5

These dimensions aside, a simple question worth reflecting on after thirty-five
years when the main privatizations started in the late 1970s is: what are the
main SOEs that EU countries sold? While it is impossible to consider the sales
in all of the EU, it is noteworthy to consider the main privatizations in five
major EU states—the UK, Spain, Italy, Germany, and France.
Why these countries? The reason that these states are particularly signifi-

cant is not only because they are representative of leading European econ-
omies, but also because they rank amongst the top five of the EU-25 in terms
of revenues generated since they started their own privatization programmes,
as seen in Table 1.1.
To gain a better comparative understanding of the evolution of privatiza-

tion revenues over time in each of the main five countries, Figure 1.1 shows
the yearly revenue generated by privatizations between 1979 and 2011 in the
UK, France, Italy, Germany, and Spain.
Four overall trends can be discerned from Figure 1.1. First, the UK attained

its peak revenues throughout the 1980s and early 1990s, indicating that it

Table 1.1. EU-25, Total Privatization Revenues

Country Total Privatization Revenues
(current US$ billion, 2011)

Rank

France 217.20 1
Italy 173.37 2
UK 153.38 3
Germany 137.57 4
Spain 55.92 5
Netherlands 52.34 6
Sweden 49.86 7
Poland 42.81 8
Portugal 40.80 9
Greece 33.70 10
Finland 30.28 11
Czech Rep 19.74 12
Austria 18.80 13
Hungary 16.25 14
Ireland 15.76 15
Denmark 9.46 16
Belgium 9.16 17
Slovakia 8.22 18
Latvia 3.40 19
Slovenia 3.13 20
Lithuania 3.10 21
Estonia 1.28 22
Malta 0.84 23
Luxembourg 0.44 24
Cyprus 0.01 25

Source: Privatization Barometer database for privatization revenues, available at
<www.privatizationbarometer.net> [accessed 26 February 2013]
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privatized first and more profoundly before any of the other four states.
Second, although privatizing since the mid-1980s, France’s revenues hardly
attained UK levels in the 1980s but, rather, only attained their highest levels
from the mid-2000s, particularly 2005. This year thus represents the highest
levels in relative terms to the other four countries throughout the entire time
period. This indicates that even though France pursued some of its most
significant revenue-generating privatizations later than other states, such
sales generated, comparatively, the highest incomes. Third, although rela-
tively little was generated in the 1980s, Italy attained some of the highest
revenues when compared to the others and peaked throughout the late 1990s.
Similarly, while Germany did see some revenues generated in the second half
of the 1980s in a similar vein to France, its maximum value was obtained
throughout a time period between 1996 and 2000 in the same vein to Italy
(even though absolute revenues were relatively lower). Finally, while Spain’s
revenues generally pale in comparison to the other four states throughout
every year in the time series, the country’s revenues tended to increase
throughout the late 1990s and early 2000s.

R
e
v
e
n
u
e
 s

U
S
D

m
i
l

)

)

40,000.00

35,000.00

20,000.00

30,000.00

25,000.00

15,000.00

10,000.00

5,000.00

0.00

19
79

19
81

19
83

19
85

19
87

19
89

19
91

19
93

19
95

19
97

19
99

20
01

20
03

20
05

20
07

20
09

20
11

UK

UK

France

France

Italy

Italy

Germany

Germany

Spain
Year

Spain

Figure 1.1. Privatization Revenues in the UK, France, Italy, Germany, and Spain,
1979–2011
Source: Author elaboration of data from Privatization Barometer, available at <www.privatization-
barometer.net> [accessed 26 February 2013]
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To better understand these trends it is useful to review the main sales
throughout these years. Indeed, several authors have provided in-depth ana-
lysis of privatizations in their countries over the last thirty years, including:
on the UK, Parker (2004); on France, Berne and Pogorel (2004); on Italy,
Goldstein (2004); on Germany, Benz and Goetz (1996); and on Spain, Chari
and Heywood (2009). While it is beyond the objective of this section to
analyse every sale, it is important to consider these authors’ observations
regarding each country’s main privatizations in context of the observations
found in Figure 1.1. We will discuss each country in turn, starting with the
pioneers: the UK.
As is well known, the most significant privatizations in the UK took place

under Conservative rule, particularly that of Margaret Thatcher between 1979
and 1990 but also that of John Major thereafter. With this in mind, it makes
sense that revenues generated during the 1980s until the mid-1990s represent
the highest levels for the UK in Figure 1.1. Parker (2004, 31–2) offers a full list
of all the sales in the UK, and an initial, noteworthy, privatization by Thatcher
was British Petroleum (first tranche 1979, second tranche 1983, and third
tranche 1987). Following this was British Aerospace (1981 and 1985), as well
as Cable and Wireless (1981, 1983, and 1985). Figure 1.1 indicates that 1984
represented one of the first years when revenues were around USD 5 billion
with the flotation of the first tranche of British Telecom (BT, the second and
third tranches were sold in 1991 and 1993), Enterprise Oil, and Jaguar. After
the 1986 sale of British Gas, 1987 represented the second highest year of
revenues generated, with the sale of British Airways (BA), the British Airports
Authority, Rolls Royce, and the final tranche of BP. In 1989 the sales of several
water companies were witnessed, while 1990 and 1991 (which represented the
highest revenue-generating year in the UK of all years) saw significant priva-
tizations in the electricity sector, including the sales of Scottish Hydro-Electric
and Scottish Power. Even after the Labour Party was elected in 1997, there
were some significant sales of remaining firms in the energy sector, including
Magnox Electric (1998), Westinghouse Electric (2006), and the remaining
shares of British Energy (2009). The UK privatization experience indicates
that, today, the state generally has no remaining participation in the firms it
has privatized and has generally favoured the 100 per cent sales of all its SOEs,
something that is somewhat dissimilar to France, to which we now turn.
If the UK’s main revenues can be seen in the beginning of the time period of

Figure 1.1, then the French experience is somewhat different: it is characteris-
tic of local maxima (or peaks) being attained at different times (particularly in
1987, the mid-late 1990s, and then the mid-2000s on), where such maxima
have a greater relative value over time. The first small peak was seen around
1987 and this corresponded to the first major round of French privatizations
(1986–8) during Chirac’s Conservative administration (Alexandre and Charreaux,
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2004, 473). This consisted of selling banks and insurance companies (including
Paribas, Société Générale, and Sogenal), as well as firms working in industry and
services (such as Compagnie Générale d’Electricité, Havas, and TF1). While share-
holder capitalismwaspromoted in theUK, early French sales favoured the creation
of what is referred to as a noyaux dur: a select nucleus of shareholders close to the
Conservatives that held significant portions of capital and control. While Mitter-
and’s election put a glitch in the privatization programme—resulting in the so-
called ‘ni-ni’ (neither nationalization nor privatization) period between 1988 and
1993—a second round started in 1993 after the election of the right in the French
legislative elections. As demonstrated byBerne andPogorel (2004),major revenue-
generating sales in 1993 and 1994 included the state-bank BNP, the insurance
groupUAP, around 40 per cent of the petroleum giant Elf-Aquitaine, and approxi-
mately 30 per cent of the car maker Renault. Other major sales in the decade
included a third of France Télécom (FT, 1997–8), Thomson-CSF (now Thales,
1998), and the first tranche of Air France (1999), all deemed especially important
in terms of helping attain Maastricht convergence criteria. Some of these sales,
such as that of the electronics firm Bull in 1997 and the washed-up bank Crédit
Lyonnais in 1999, saw ‘handpicking of shareholders (that) was accompanied by
pre-sale capital injections to restructure loss making companies on the selling
block’, particularly important to minimize long-term budgetary drains on the
state (Chari and Cavatorta, 2002, 127). With revenues slowing down in the first
few years of the start of the decade, one may argue that a major, third, round
started in 2004 over a six-year period. This included partial sales of FT (2004, 2005,
and 2007), Total (2004), SNET (2004), Air France (2004), Gaz de France (GDF)
(2005 and 2008), and Électricité de France (EDF) (2005, 2007). The French state
maintains shareholdings in some of its privatized firms even to this day, which
contrasts to the UK’s general policy of complete sell-offs. This includes, for
example, AF, Renault, EDF, FT, GDF-Suez, and Thales. As will be conceptualized
inChapter 2, this factormaybeof salience inunderstanding life afterprivatization.

Compared to especially the UK and even France, Italian large-scale priva-
tizations did not occur fully until 1993 (Goldstein, 2004), where Figure 1.1
indicates that a peak in revenues was generated later in the decade between
1997 and 1999. During the 1980s reconstruction took place within the IRI
(Istituto per la Ricostruzione Industriale), not dissimilar to events in Spain in
the Instituto Nacional de Industria, where loss-making firms such as the car
maker Alfa Romeo were sold. But it was only from 1993 that revenue-gener-
ating sales in banking and insurance companies took place over the next three
years, including: Credito Italiano (1993), Banca Commerciale Italiana (1994),
Istituto Mobiliare Italiano (IMI, tranches sold in 1994, 1995, and 1996), and
the insurance company INA (tranches in 1994, 1995, and 1996). Thereafter,
with Prodi’s centre–left coalition in power, a peak was manifest starting in
1997 until 1999, a year that represents the highest level of revenue obtained
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by Italy in the time series. Goldstein (2004, 8) argues that ‘activity over these
three years represented roughly two-thirds (65.11%) of the 1992–2000 total’.
Key sales in this period included: over 30 per cent of the electricity giant ENEL,
representing one of the largest gross proceeds ever seen in an Italian privat-
ization (Goldstein, 2004, Table 2); around 40 per cent of Telecom Italia (fully
sold off by 2003); a further tranche of the airline Alitalia of around 20 per cent;
the third and fourth tranches of the petroleum company ENI; and a majority
sell-off of Banca Nazionale Lavoro. While revenues slowed over the next three
years, in 2003 under Berlusconi one can see another wave starting, with peaks
in 2004–5 in Figure 1.1 reflecting the large sales of Terna (the electricity grid, in
2004 and 2005) as well as approximately another 30 per cent of ENEL
(2003–5). Similar to the UK, Italy has divested completely in state-owned
enterprises in most sectors including the automobile, airline, and telecom
sectors; but, similar to France, the state retains to this day partial ownership
in firms such as ENEL and ENI in the electricity and petroleum sectors.
As a consequence of the 1983 privatization policy of Kohl’s Christian

Democratic coalition, Germany’s privatization revenues started to peak
slightly in the second half of the 1980s, not dissimilar to the smaller revenues
generated in France during that time. This corresponded to the partial sale of
VW, where 60 per cent was previously sold in Adenauer’s Germany in 1961
(Clifton et al., 2006, 741). It also included a majority stake in the energy
company VEBA. The period thereafter, until 1993, coincided with the restruc-
turing of firms from East Germany, resulting in thousands of privatization
transactions that were not profitable per se (Benz and Goetz, 1996). Through-
out the 1990s, an increase in revenues would start again with the sales of the
airline Lufthansa, the lignite producer Laubag, and the bank Bankgesellschaft
Berlin. Although there were slight dips in revenues in 1997 and 1998 (where
1998 was the year when the SPD-Greens led by Schröder were elected), some-
what similar trends in terms of maximum revenues were seen in the second
half of the 1990s, like in Italy: 1996, 1999, and 2000 witnessed some of the
highest revenues obtained. This corresponded to the sale of Deutsche Telekom
(three tranches in 1996, 1999, and 2000), the IPO of Deutsche Post, and the
privatization of the water company Berliner Wasserbetriebe. Despite the slow-
down in 2000–3, post 2004 saw a pick-up in revenues corresponding to the
fourth tranche of DT in 2004, the sales by Merkel of the company operating
Frankfurt Airport, Fraport, as well as the fourth tranche of Deutsche Post in the
latter part of the decade. Interestingly, similar to France, the German state
maintains shares in significant companies such as VW, Deutsche Telekom,
and E.ON (which is a product of a merger between VEBA and VIAG as dis-
cussed later in the book).
Finally, turning to Spain, although revenues generated throughout the time

period shown in Figure 1.1 were relatively much smaller than the other four
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states, its overall privatization revenue trend line is somewhat similar to Italy
on two fronts. First, little was generated in the 1980s because the decade
consisted not so much of large-scale privatizations of profitable enterprises,
save the partial sales of both the electricity company Endesa and the petrol-
eum giant Repsol. Rather, the 1980s largely consisted of restructuring and
selling several loss-making firms belonging to the Institute Nacional de Indus-
tria (INI) in a similar vein to developments in Italy’s IRI. Examples of these
firms sold by the Felipe González’s Socialists (PSOE) included the automobile
maker SEAT as well as the truckmaker ENASA (Chari, 1998). Second, similar to
Italy, Spain’s large-scale privatizations gained momentum starting in 1993,
culminating in the highest revenues being obtained at the end of the 1990s, as
seen in Figure 1.1. Between 1993 and 1996 the minority PSOE government
floated the bank Argentaria (1993), a second and third tranche of Repsol
(1993, 1995), a second tranche of Endesa (1994), a majority of the electronics
firm ASDL (1994), as well as the tranches of both Telefónica and the leading
European producer of eucalyptus pulp, ENCE (1995). This process was accel-
erated by Aznar’s centre–right minority PP government which came to power
in 1996, resulting in revenues that peaked in the mid–late 1990s. Such a peak
can be explained because the PP had completed the sales of Telefónica,
Endesa, Repsol, and ENCE, and also sold 52 per cent of the tobacco company
Tabacalera (Chari and Heywood, 2009, 37). Although revenue slowed in 1999,
this year the PP embarked on the important sale of Iberia airlines by way of
selling 40 per cent of the firm by way of private sale in 1999 and 2000, and
then floating the rest in 2001. Other major sales in the 2000s include that of
the PP in 2003 of the highway construction firm ENA, as well as that of the
PSOE in 2005 of the remaining shares in Altadis (which was a company
founded in 1999 through themerger of Spain’s Tabacalera and French tobacco
giant SEITA). In terms of ownership structures of major firms that were pri-
vatized, and similar to the UK, the Spanish state divested completely and has
little state participation in major privatized firms, something that contrasts to
developments particularly in France, but also Germany and Italy.

The M&A Debate

In another set of literature, scholars have been concerned about mergers and
acquisitions (M&A). Although there is much debate with regard to the precise
definition of both, ‘a merger typically refers to two companies joining
together (usually through exchange of shares) as peers to become one’
(Sherman and Hart, 2006, 11). Horizontal mergers are when rivals competing
in the same market merge; vertical, is when two firms with an actual buyer–
seller relationship merge; and conglomerate, is when there is a combining of
firms who are neither sellers in the same market, nor stand in a buyer–seller
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relationship (Moeller and Brady, 2007, 7–8). An acquisition (or takeover)
‘typically has one company—the buyer—that purchases the assets or shares
of the seller’ (Sherman and Hart, 2006, 11). The target (or acquired) company
no longer exists from a legal vantage. One result of an acquisition is that the
management of the target is often dispensed with.
Kumar’s (2012) work highlights that M&A have taken place all over the

world, in every major sector of the economy. He highlights that some of the
big deals have occurred in several sectors, including airlines, automobiles,
electricity, telecoms, pharmaceuticals, finance, and media and entertainment.
Beyond potentially penetrating new geographic regions in the world, several
reasons motivate firms to pursue M&A. Moeller and Brady emphasize that the
most common ones ‘are claims of market power, (cost) efficiency . . .pure
diversification, information and signaling, agency problems, managerialism
(offering managers better salaries and potential for career growth) . . . and (the
reduction of) taxes’ (Moeller and Brady, 2007, 18).

Scholars from economics and law examined issues in the M&A literature
starting several decades ago, writing well before those analysing privatizations
previously mentioned. Earlier works on M&A reflected on the danger of
concentration of economic power in a few hands (Stigler, 1950; Flynn,
1988). As Brock’s (2011, 724–32) and Julius’ (1990) work highlights, some of
the negative consequences of a concentration of economic power in the
hands of the few include: decreased consumer choice and higher prices;
limited competition which prevents new market entrants; and a dispropor-
tionate influence of large firms when lobbying government. Flynn (1988, 304)
thus contended that anti-trust law (as it is known in the US), or competition
law (as it is referred to in the EU), should have as its goals to enshrine ‘the
dispersion of economic power to protect legal, social and political processes
from undue economic power . . . (and foster) the satisfaction of consumers’.
Even though economists and legal scholars spearheaded M&A research in

the beginning, today scholars from a plethora of disciplines contribute to the
debate. Recent volumes from Faulkner et al. (2012) as well as McCarthy and
Dolfsma (2013) highlight the importance of understanding the various
dimensions of M&A from multi-disciplinary perspectives, including not only
economics and law, but also business studies, cultural studies, sociology,
psychology, and political science. I consider at least three main dimensions
to this scholarship that one finds at present, namely: the impact of M&A on
the firm, the effect on workers, and issues of regulation.
On a first dimension, as indicated earlier, scholars have offered various

findings with regard to the impact of M&A on firms. For example, Brozen’s
(1982, 57) evidence suggests that ‘concentration results in cost savings’, where
one generally finds that there is cost efficiency and increased productivity of
two firms joining together. Yet, other studies did find that after a merger the
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acquirers do ‘not always maintain pre-merger efficiency’ (Avkiran, 1999,
1010). While the global consultancy McKinsey has highlighted that acquisi-
tions can fail because acquirers focus on cutting costs and lose focus on
protecting revenue and generating growth (Bekier et al., 2001), other scholars
point to increasing firm profits. Bjorvatn (2004), for example, argues that
mergers in integrated markets can be profitable, and Zademach and
Rodríguez-Pose (2009) explain that in order to understand European mergers
and takeovers, attention must be paid to geographical proximity as well as
the firms’ desire to enter into new, key markets in the Community. Other
researchers warn, however, that for mergers across borders to really work,
firms must pay due attention to, and respect, cultural differences (Marks and
Mirvis, 2011; Ulijn et al., 2010). Finally, direct economic benefits aside, the
impact of M&A on the firms’ ability to pursue new Research and Development
as well as patents has also been the object of investigation, although
Mcdougall’s (1995) and Park and Sonenshine’s (2012) studies suggests that
there is no positive impact per se on innovation outcomes after a merger.
A second dimension of the M&A literature has specifically examined the

impact of M&A on workers. Although the negative impact on both is most
commonly feared by workers and the public alike, the literature offers no
consensus on what really happens to employment and wages. For example,
earlier studies in the 1980s on the theme gave mixed results: in Auerbach’s
(1988) edited book on corporate takeovers, Brown and Medoff (1988) argued
that M&A do not result in massive layoffs and decreased wages, while Farber’s
(1988) contribution in this volume refuted this claim. More recent studies on
the US have made several opposing claims, from the argument that M&A has
resulted in an increase in employment (Doytch et al., 2011), to the contention
that there are positive and negative impacts on employment and wages
depending on when the deals take place (Nguyen and Ollinger, 2009), to the
finding that the workers in the target company experience a drop in wages and
employment after deals (Xiaoyang, 2012). Other studies outside the US show
that while the number of employees drops after amerger, those who stay on as
staff see their wages increase (Kubo and Saito, 2012).
Of particular importance to this study is a third dimension of the M&A

literature that deals with its legal and regulatory aspects from global, single-
country, and regional perspectives. Globally, Dabbah and Lasok (2012) have
recently offered a comparative analysis of every merger control law in seventy
jurisdictions from every continent in the world. Campbell (2011a and 2011b)
has similarly examined selected legal issues surrounding major M&A in Eur-
ope, North America, Latin America, and Asia and the Pacific. Gerber (2010) has
also focused on national regulations and how these relate to developments in
international competition law. From a more domestic-level perspective, some
scholars offer single-case studies of merger control regimes in selected
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countries throughout the world. This includes work from Botta (2011) on
Brazil and Argentina; Rizzi et al. (2012) on China; and Parker and Majumdar
(2011) on the UK. And from amore regional perspective, of specific interest to
this book, several scholars have offered nuanced analyses of developments in
the EU. This includes, from a more legal vantage, works by Vermeylen and
Vande Velde (2012) and VanGerven (2010); and, from amore political science
perspective, Cini and McGowan (2008, 127–61), Shea and Chari (2006), and
Chari and Kritzinger (2006, 93–102.)

Specifically examining the EU, its Merger Control Regulation of 1989 had as
its objective to prevent concentrations which would create or strengthen
dominant positions, empowering DG Competition of the European Commis-
sion to investigate mergers with a Community dimension (Motta, 2004, 37).
With 2004 amendments, however, DG Competition officials investigating
mergers are armed with tools to also consider the potential ‘impact of
the merger’ on the European single market (Cini and McGowan, 2008, 142),
where Article 2(3) of the revamped European Merger regulation thus
states that:

A concentration which would significantly impede effective competition in the
common market, or in a substantial part of it, in particular as a result of
the strengthening of a dominant position, shall be declared incompatible with
the common market.

Despite the so-called ‘competition criteria’ to judge a merger, political scien-
tists have lamented three main dynamics in Brussels-led investigations: its
narrowness, opaqueness, and subjectivity. First, because the Commission is
guided by ‘competition-only’ criteria, officials investigating a deal do not take
into consideration the potentially negative impact of M&A on workers’
employment or salaries. Second, the lack of transparency when decisions are
made based on competition criteria makes it unclear what data and criteria are
being used in each investigation (Neven et al., 1993). As we will see in the
empirical chapters, while it is true that DG Competition does explain why it
reached its decisions on every case that is investigated, even the simplest data
such as ‘the price of the deal’ is not reported. A third criticism relates to the
‘politics’ that may guide some decisions. For example, some members of the
Council of Ministers have leaned on ‘their’ Commissioner in order to attain
outcomes which are of national interest or seek to protect national champions
(Cini and McGowan, 2008, 159; Motta and Ruta, 2011, 91). Likewise, Com-
petition Commissioners themselves may unilaterally block/approve a deal if
they think it is preferred by a member state who may have spoken publically
on the issue and have vested interests to see it fail/attain regulatory approval.
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Trends in M&A

While the previous discussion has offered a glimpse of some of themain issues
in the M&A literature, to help further justify the countries of study in this
book it is useful to consider the M&A trends from a global, regional, and
domestic point of view. This will be done using data from Bureau van Dijk’s
Zephyr database, one of the most exhaustive databases onM&A in the world.1

After briefly considering global trends, I consider regional developments
across the world and then close with examination of domestic-level develop-
ments in Europe.
In terms of global trends, Figure 1.2 considers the overall number of deals

globally.
The figure indicates that the overall trend line between 2003 and 2012 has

been generally positive over the time series. However, it has seen important
fluctuations. Figure 1.2’s trend line indicates that the number of deals peaked
in 2007, almost doubling the number in 2003. But, since then, and despite a
local maximum in 2009, the overall trend between 2007 and 2012 has been
decreasing. The figure indicates the negative impact of the financial and
economic crisis which started after 2007 on the number of deals. Despite the
financial and economic crisis, however, 2012 deal numbers are still approxi-
mately the same as 2005. This means that while there has been a slowdown
since 2007 it has not necessarily been as big as one might have otherwise
expected.
In order to attain a more nuanced view of regional dynamics it is useful to

examine Zephyr’s data on target world regions, by considering the number of
deals as seen in Figure 1.3. By so doing, we can gain comparative insights of
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Figure 1.2. Global Number of Deals, 2003–12
Source: Zephyr
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developments in the EU-27, North America, Oceania, South and Central
America, and Africa between 2007 and 2012.
Data for 2012 reveals that the top three, most important target regions by

the number of deals are the EU-27, followed by Far East and Central Asia, and
then North America. Generally, one observes this trend in all years except
2009 (when the Far East and Central Asia had a higher value than the EU) and
2007 (when the US values were higher than the Far East and Central Asia).2

While Figure 1.3 considers regional dynamics—highlighting the signifi-
cance of Europe in terms of overall M&A global deals—Figure 1.4 considers
the main target countries in Europe by deal value.
Figure 1.4 shows the most significant targets in Europe, where the top five

countries in 2012 are those studied in this book. As the Bureau van Dijk (2012,
15, 17) explains:

[t]he UK was the most important target in Western European deal-making (fol-
lowed by Spain, Germany, Italy and France), ranking highest by volume and value
with 6.082 transactions, worth a combined 205,007 million (in 2012), which in
monetary terms was a 21% increase on 2011. The result was impressive enough to
put the UK second only to the US in terms of global M&A volume and value.

With these points in mind on both the literature on, and the trends found in,
privatizations and M&A, the next section first considers why these two sets of
literature need tomeet eye to eye in order tomove scholarship forward. It then
turns to the central part of the chapter: defining the dependent variable of
analysis.
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Figure 1.3. Target World Region: Number of Deals, 2007–12
Source: Zephyr
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1.2 The Need to Transcend the Privatization and
M&A Debates: Conceptualizing Alphas and Betas

Despite the strengths of the two sets of literature discussed in the previous
section—that on privatization and that on M&A—a major drawback is that
they fail to meet each other. Neither examines nor explains the M&A activity
of privatized firms in major European states over the last fifteen years.
This ‘failure to meet’ is significant precisely because of the nature of M&A

activity of privatized firms which this section overviews. To be fair, some
scholars in political science have analysed what subsequently happened to
some firms after they were sold and what has happened to their regulatory
relationships (Börsch, 2004; Thatcher, 2009). Yet, no study has offered a
detailed comparative examination across various sectors analysing how and
why some privatized firms might have become key global players and success-
fully merged and acquired, while others might have been taken over in the
context of the increasing internationalization of the economy. In other words,
there is a need for social scientists to focus on privatized firms as market actors
in a business world where M&A is abundant.
This is a particularly significant omission considering that, writing in the

mid-1990s, Jack Hayward, Vincent Wright, and their colleagues had already
foreseen how ‘national’ champions were becoming ‘European’ champions
that were increasingly seeking global expansion (Hayward, 1995). Yet, some
twenty years on, there is no examination that fully addresses the important
questions their work alludes to, namely:

� Is there evidence that privatized firms from major European countries
have merged and acquired on a global scale? Of particular interest are
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those states examined in the previous section which have been the big-
gest privatizers and also witnessed a significant amount of M&A: the UK,
France, Germany, Italy, and Spain.

� From a theoretical perspective, how can these privatized firms be charac-
terized today (defining the dependent, or, outcome variable)?

Both of these questions are addressed in this section, setting up the main
question for the book.
An initial answer to the first question is that there is strong evidence that

privatized firms have merged and acquired throughout Europe and beyond
over the last fifteen years.
For example, since its privatization in the 1990s, Lufthansa purchased Swiss

International Airlines, BMI, Austrian Airlines, and a fifth of a stake in the US
carrier jetBlue. Air France merged with KLM, later to purchase Belgium’s VLM
airlines and a 25 per cent controlling stake in Italy’s privatized Alitalia. After a
host of smaller acquisitions (such as TAT European Airlines and L’Avion) the
once SOE, British Airways, has merged with Spain’s Iberia Airlines forming
IAG (International Airlines Group). IAG subsequently recently acquired BMI
from Lufthansa. Iberia, too, had previously purchased companies such as
Aerolíneas Argentinas, Vueling, and Clickair before its merger with BA.
The French automobile company Renault has formed a strategic alliance

with Nissan, and has also acquired Dacia and a majority stake in Samsung
Motors since its privatization. Volkswagen has added an impressive array of
companies to its fleet—SEAT, Škoda, Bugatti, Lamborghini, Bentley Motors,
Scania, MAN, Porsche, and, most recently, Ducati.
France’s electricity company EDF has made significant purchases including

London Electricity, British Energy, and US-based UniStar Nuclear Energy.
Since its privatization, Spain’s ex-SOE Endesa acquired a host of electric com-
panies in South America in the 1990s through its purchase of Enersis. The
Spanish company was in turn taken over by the privatized Italian company,
ENEL, which also made several purchases since the 1990s.
When turning to privatized telecoms, one sees Deutsche Telekom’s pur-

chase of Max Mobile, MagyarCom, and Polska Telefonia; British Telecom’s
acquisitions of US-based Infonet, Radianz, and Ribbit Corporation; and France
Télécom’s acquisition of Orange, Spain’s Amena, and Austria’s One. Telefó-
nica, with its large purchase of several carriers during the 2000s in Central and
South America as well as O2 and Český Telecom in Europe, now has its eye on
expanding within the Brazilian market with its purchase of VIVO, as well
as consolidating its position in Europe through its recent purchase of KPN’s
E-Plus.
One may argue that while these initial observations are important, it

is necessary to try to theoretically conceptualize these developments and
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characterize the types of firms from any European country that have emerged
after privatization. In other words, how can one better define the dependent
variable of analysis for the study?

Alphas and Betas

In order to define the dependent variable, one must clearly differentiate
between the terms ‘mergers’ and ‘acquisitions’. In this regard, it is worth
repeating from Sherman and Hart (2006, 11): ‘a merger typically refers to
two companies joining together (usually through exchange of shares) as
peers to become one’, while an acquisition (or takeover) ‘typically has one
company—the buyer—that purchases the assets or shares of the seller’. The
target (or acquired) company ceases to exist legally and the management of
the target is usually replaced.
With this differentiation in mind, a two-category ordinal dependent vari-

able is constructed in order to better understand the two types of privatized
firms that one sees today. I also refer to this as the ‘outcome’ variable: it is
defined in terms of how the firm can be characterized now. I call the two types
of firms one sees today ‘Alphas’ and ‘Betas’.

On the one hand, Alphas are defined as today’s European and global leaders
in their sector that maintain their independence because they have never
been taken over by another firm. After privatization, they have been expan-
sionist and aggressive in terms of taking over other competitors around the
world, or merging with them on an equal basis.
On the other hand, Betas are defined as those firms that are not global

leaders and/or are not independent companies. The latter is because they
have been acquired by an Alpha or another sectoral giant either at the point
of privatization or years after privatization as a result of a friendly or hostile
takeover. Some companies that are Betas todaymay have shown traits of being
Alphas at some point in time after privatization. In fact, they may have
represented leading global firms in terms of sales, assets, and profits years
after their sale. They have, however, ultimately become targets of Alphas or
other leading firms in the sector.
As explained more fully in the methodology section of Chapter 2, a firm

must satisfy two main empirical tests I develop in order to be considered an
Alpha. The first clearly indicates that the firm is a global giant—I refer to this as
the Global Movers Test. There are two dimensions to this test and to be
considered an Alpha, a privatized firm must meet these two dimensions; if a
firm fails on even one, it is considered a Beta. First, in order to be considered an
Alpha, a firm must appear in the most recent Forbes 2000 Index. This index
is an invaluable tool referred to by international business and political
leaders, as well as academics (Bernhagen and Mitchell, 2009). It measures
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the performance of the top 2000 global firms based on a mix of four metrics—
sales, profit, assets, and market value. Second, to be considered an Alpha, a
firm must appear today within the top 1 per cent of all companies in their
sector in the EU-27 (hence, their peers) in terms of operating revenue/turn-
over, total assets, shareholder funds, and number of employees. Data from the
Bureau van Dijk’s (BvD) database, Amadeus, is analysed in the empirical
chapters to demonstrate this second dimension to the Global Movers Test,
as discussed more fully in the methodology section of Chapter 2.3

The second empirical test indicates that the ex-SOE has merged and
acquired successfully and maintains its independence today, as it has never
been successfully targeted by another firm. I refer to this as the ‘independence
test’. When turning to this test an Alpha must have demonstrated that, either
during or after its privatization, it has not been acquired by another firm and
maintains its independence, as no other company either directly, or indir-
ectly, owns more than 25 per cent or more of the Alpha’s shares. If a firm has
been acquired by another firm it will be considered a Beta. To demonstrate
whether or not a firm passes the ‘independence test’, I will rely on BvD’s
independence indicator, which is found in its Amadeus and Zephyr databases,
as discussed more fully in the methodology section of Chapter 2. I will also
argue that the two exceptions to these rules for the ‘independence test’ are if
the state still owns more than 25 per cent of the firm after privatization, or a
family with historical links to the privatized firm continues to ownmore than
25 per cent of it.
Taken together, the Alpha–Beta classification scheme is significant because

it is based on robust empirical tests that can be applied by social scientists to
any privatized firm that still operates today, from any sector, from any Euro-
pean country. It thus offers an objective classification scheme of how different
privatized companies have evolved and can be characterized today.

1.3 Central Questions that Guide the Book

Considering that what has been discussed allows us to have an objective
understanding of how privatized firms can be classified today, the main ques-
tions that therefore guide the rest of the book, which seeks to examine
and explain life after privatization in the UK, France, Italy, Germany, and
Spain, are:

� Which privatized firms became Alphas and Betas?
� And why do privatized firms become Alphas or Betas?

The first question is important because it allows us to see the development
of European firms which were privatized, using a clear and rigorous analytical
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framework that can be used to classify privatized firms in any cross-sectoral
and cross-national comparison, and thus trace the life after privatization in
any comparative context.
The second question is important for at least three reasons. The first reason is

because of the somewhat surprising variation between countries, as will be
demonstrated in the empirical chapters of the book. Prima facie, before this
study, one might have otherwise thought that firms from countries that
privatized first—such as the UK under Thatcher, and even Spain, which
started privatizing crown jewels such as Endesa in the 1980s under González’s
Socialists—would have initial competitive advantage in world markets. The
reasoning here is that such firms had, theoretically, a ‘head-start’ independ-
ence to merge and acquire freely and robustly all over the world, being in a
strong position that would make them immune from takeover. Similarly, one
could have thought that the relatively late privatizers of crown jewels, such as
France, might be in a position of relative disadvantage. However, as the
findings will show, there seems to be no direct relationship between when
states privatized their firms and whether or not their privatized firms become
Alphas or Betas. Therefore, examining in detail why firms evolve as they do
needs to be examined in order to address this seeming puzzle.
The second reason that answering this question is important is because it

advances our understanding of M&A activity of privatized firms that will be of
interest to scholars of privatizations and mergers. Equally important, answer-
ing the question allows us to build on the Varieties of Capitalism (VoC) and
globalization literature.
Turning to the VoC literature, Hall and Soskice (2001, 4) state that a main

contribution of their edited volume was ‘to bring firms back into the center of
comparative political economy’.4 They distinguish between liberal market
economies (LMEs), where firms’ endeavours are coordinated primarily by
markets, and coordinated market economies (CMEs), where firms ‘depend
more heavily on non-market relationships to coordinate their endeavours’
(Hall and Soskice, 2001, 8). Examples of LMEs include the UK, US, Canada,
and New Zealand, while CMEs include Germany, Japan, and Austria.
Although Ingham (2008, 215) points out that ‘France, Italy, Spain, Portugal,
Greece and Turkey fall midway between the two polar types in ambiguous
positions’, authors such as Heywood have contended that Spain fits closer to a
LME than a CME. Building on Shonfield’s (1965) work, Schmidt (2003) points
to a third variety found in France: ‘state-enhanced’ capitalism, ‘in which the
state still plays an active albeit much reduced role (compared to post-war
dynamics), where CEOs exercise much greater autonomy, and labour relations
have become much more market-reliant’ (Schmidt, 2003, 533).
However, the VoC literature has not offered a systematic analysis of

how a privatized firm’s merging activity and global expansion may be better
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understood given the firm’s relationship with the state. Therefore, asking this
question seeks to discern if there is a difference in how firms from various
LMEs, CMEs, and state-enhanced economies operate in both home and global
markets, and if this can be explained based on the firms’ (past and present)
relationship with the state. By adding insights into the interaction between
firms and states, the study also contributes to more general scholarship that
cogently reflects on the relationship between politics and business power
today (Moran, 2009). While some authors have argued that economic actors
simply dictate their preferences to a compliant state, others have argued that
firms adopt their demands ‘to make them fit with government objectives’
(Woll, 2008, 153).
Finally, the existing globalization literature offers insights in at least three

main dimensions. First, it has questioned whether or not economic globaliza-
tion is occurring, as seen in the work of Held and McGrew (2003) on the
globalist versus the sceptic view. Second, others who have uncovered evidence
of globalization have questioned whether it is a ‘good or bad thing’. Examples
of those that see globalization as a ‘good’ or ‘positive’ development include
Bhagwati (2004), who claims that globalization can have a social ‘good’, and
Shipman (2004), who highlights the positive impact of economic globaliza-
tion in terms of creating more wealth for many. Those who are concerned
about the effects of globalization include Ellwood (2001), who criticizes the
globalization of the Western consumerist mentality given that it will result in
a depletion of the world’s natural resources, and Stiglitz (2002), who high-
lights that globalization is something that is mishandled by the Western
world and threatens the future of nations in poverty. Third, some specific
pieces devote attention to globalization as a constraint or challenge to public
policy, as seen in Hay’s (2006) work examining developments in trade, foreign
direct investment, finance, and the environment.

However, the globalization literature lacks a cogent analysis of how andwhy
privatized firms might have become global champions, including the geo-
graphic areas (including ex-colonial territories) such firms have gone to and
why. Therefore, asking this question helps us to better understand the factors
of importance in explaining the dynamics of firms expanding into the global
economy. By linking itself to the VoC literature, this study will also add
further to the political economy of globalization debate because it seeks a
better understanding of the potential impact of state economic strategies in
either fostering the global expansion of privatized national champions, or
preventing other major global players from acquiring national champions.
A third reason that answering this question is significant is because by

considering different factors that help explain why firms become Alphas and
Betas, it helps business leaders and state officials predict future developments
of firms operating in international markets.
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The Chapter Ahead and Justifying Sectors Studied

With this inmind, Chapter 2 considers the explanatory variables (factors) that
may help us to better understand why some privatized firms become either
Alphas or Betas. I start with initial conditions during privatization. This
includes the economic conditions of the firm when it was privatized as well
as the role of the state during the privatization process. I then turn to factors
that might have played a role after privatization, highlighting two broad
categories. The first are those internal to the firm after privatization, including
the firm’s competitiveness and the goals of its managers, as well as the role
of its shareholders (including, potentially, asset management firms and the
state). The second set includes those factors external to the firm. These are:
the impact of liberalization in the sector; the role of the state in terms of
providing state aid after privatization as well as helping craft overseas M&A
deals; the decisions of regulators in the EU and abroad when ruling onmergers
and acquisitions; and the direct lobbying of the firm, including that of CEOs
and M&A deal professionals.
These factors are then tested in the empirical chapters that examine devel-

opments in the airline (Chapter 3), automobile (Chapter 4), and electricity
(Chapter 5) sectors in the UK, France, Spain, Germany, and Italy.
These sectors were chosen for two main reasons, beyond the idea that it

would be impossible for a single study to analyse in detail all the major sectors
of the economy.
First, it was ideal to attain a common denominator that served as a basis for

comparative research across the five states: each country must have had a
privatized firm in that sector. So, for example in the banking sector, while BNP
and Paribas (France), Argentaria (Spain), and UniCredit (Italy) may be ideal
cases to analyse, none of the major privatizations in the UK between
1979 and July 2001 involved a bank (cf. Parker, 2004, 31–2). Similarly,
I considered analysing the petroleum sector. Yet, while BP (UK), Total
(France), ENI (Italy), and Repsol (Spain) were significant petroleum entities
that were privatized, there was difficulty in finding an equivalent company
from Germany.5

Second, once a common denominator was obtained, I then had to deter-
mine which sectors to examine. It was decided to analyse those sectors where
one found variation in the outcome variable, or, those sectors where one finds
both Alphas and Betas today. While variation is found in the automobile,
airline, and electricity sectors, this was not found in the telecommunication
sector. After performing the Global Movers Test and the Independence Test,
one sees that all firms—namely, Telefónica (Spain), BT (UK), Deutsche Tele-
kom (Germany), France Télécom, and Telecom Italia—are Alphas, at least as of
May 2014.6
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With this in mind, the specific firms studied for each sector are:

� in the airline sector: Deutsche Lufthansa, Air France-KLM, IAG (the prod-
uct of the merger between British Airways and Iberia), and Alitalia;

� in the automobile sector: Volkswagen, Renault, Jaguar, SEAT, and Alfa
Romeo; and

� in the electricity sector: EDF, E.ON, SSE, ENEL and Endesa.

Each empirical chapter is similarly structured on three dimensions and will:

� briefly examine the history of the firm, its privatization, and life thereafter
in terms of M&A that have been pursued (or not);

� clearly identify which firms are Alphas and Betas based on both the
Global Movers Test and the Independence Test; and

� examine which of the explanatory variables outlined in Chapter 2 are
of importance in understanding why some firms are Alphas and others
Betas.

The concluding chapter summarizes the main findings. It also builds an
innovative, more general, theory which will be of value to scholars, business
leaders, and political actors. Such a theory also offers new insights to the
debates on VoC, the relationship between business and politics, and
globalization.

Endnotes

1. The Zephyr database from the Bureau van Dijk (BvD) is one of the world most
authoritative sources on detailed information on M&A. For more information,
please see: <http://www.amadeus.bvdinfo.com>. Access gained through Trinity Col-
lege Dublin’s Library subscription.

2. If we consider this in terms of deal value, 2012 data from Zephyr suggests that the
order is slightly reversed with North America taking the lead, followed by the EU-27,
and then the Far East and Central Asia. This is generally observed for all years except
2007 (when the EU had a higher value than the US). Oceania’s number of deals is
higher than those of Latin America, although the latter sees deal values that are
higher throughout all years.

3. The Amadeus database of the Bureau van Dijk (BvD) is one of the most detailed and
exhaustive in the world that offers full financial information on millions of com-
panies in Europe. For more on Amadeus, please see: <http://www.bvdep.com/be-nl/
AMADEUS.html>. Access gained through TCD’s Library subscription.

4. Or, as Thatcher neatly notes, the VoC ‘literature emphasises the importance of
relationships for firms, and the development of institutions for coordination of
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firms and other actors. The key relationship is between that of firms and govern-
ment’ (Thatcher, 2006, 3).

5. One relevant petroleum company fromGermany was ARAL—it used to be owned by
VEBA and, as long as that was (partly) state owned, it was also in state ownership.
However, in terms of production and distribution its size paled in comparison to its
counterparts from the other four European states.

6. When the final round of tests was performed between October 2013 and May 2014,
one saw that all five telecom companies appeared on the latest Forbes 2000 List (of
May 2014); all of them fared within the top 1 per cent of the firms in Europe in terms
of turnover, total assets, shareholder funds, and number of employees (based on the
latest available comparative data from 2012 on Amadeus); and all were independent
companies which had not been taken over, attaining an A+ BvD independence
ranking, meaning that no one shareholder owned more than 25 per cent of each
company’s shares (please note that the method of analysis used to determine if a
firm is Alpha or Beta is discussed in more detail in the methodology section of
Chapter 2). However, telecom observers will note that Telecom Italia (TI) is showing
signs of becoming a Beta being taken over by an Alpha because Telefónica has made
aggressive moves in targeting the Italian company. Indeed, TI has a strong presence
in Italy and the EU: it provides Internet and telephony services in Italy, Germany,
France, and San Marino, and controls Telecom Italia Media, which has a strong
presence in Brazil. However, particularly since 2007, Telefónica has taken an import-
ant stake in TI through Telco SpA (of which Telefónica is the largest shareholder). As
of September 2013, Telco is the largest shareholder of TI (with 22.4 per cent) and a
complete future takeover of TI by the Spanish giant was rumoured in October 2013.
Interestingly, as examined in Chapter 5, Telefónica’s controlling stake in TI can be
understood in the context of ENEL’s takeover of Endesa.
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